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ABSTRACT . 

An overview\ol -rural development research in the 
United States Department bf Agriculture's land grant environment 
focttses on southern 1862 /and\ 1890 institutions. Although important to 
agricultural experiment stations^ rural development research has 
received limited iUnding. A heterogeneous research |nfogram including 
human resources development^ ^economic development^ community 
facilities and services',^ environmental improvement^ family and youth, 
natural re'sources and j^ecreation^ population^ aidd^small ^arms has 
received less than 5% pt available resotirces. Further^* rural 
development research is characterized by small corixmitmen^s from 
relatively- few people, nevertheless, ^significant achievements h^ve' 
been made in several areas including documentation of rural 
conditions, riiral indHStrializaticn and job development ^ community 
s,ervices and local government finance^ rural youth and youth in 
agriculture^ and needs ^Assessments. Rural development research must 
bialance the priorities of both the research community and the public. 
While little information ^about public priorities is available^ 
researjCherS are apparently focusing on ^ive research isWes: the 
impact of growth and development on demand for and cost of services/ 
water resources^ health care^ the intact of energy shortages and 
inflation^ and the rural labor market. Trends in i^ural development 
research include collaboration ^ evaluation and estimation of program 
impacts, and implication's of *'Hew Federalism." (SB) . 



— 



' ' ' ABSTRACT 

The land-grant system functions as a priinary stimulator of rural dOtvel- 

opment research in J:he' United States. HhiB paper presents a broad overview 

^ * w' . . 

of ruml development research within the land^-grant environment^ focusing 

primarily upon 1862 and 1890 institutions ^^the Sfouth, Several key- aspects 

of the rural devel<^pii|ent research enterprise are discussed, including the 

institutional -context in which HD research is undertaken^ past and current 

rural ^^velopment research successesj^ and emerging directions in the RD 

research agenda. General recoinmendations about the land-grant system^ 

rural development research activities ar^ offered- / 
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- INTRODUCTION ^ % ^ 

The United States Department of Agriculture r with it^ constituent and 
cooperating agencies^ has se^ed since its inception. as the primary policy 
making agency and delivery system for*j?tucal development (RD) programs and * * 
policies in the United Statjes. ^is i^ not^ to .slight the important con* ^ 
tributions made by other governmental agenci'es (e^g.^ Department of Cpmmercer 
Department of Housing and 'urban Development) an^ pri>^te sector organizations 

(e,g ^ ^Rural fimericar Inc* National Rural Center^ Country. Life Comnassionr 

** ** **** 

Farm Foundation)* Howeverr the USpA has consistently held the position of 

* ■ . * " *N 

advocate for rural fam area*^ and has received the bulk of resources design 
nated .specifically to achieve rural development^ ^ ' ' 

A critical component of the RD mission of ^the U^DA has "been the research 
Carrie^ out! within itsi land-grant system* The purpose of this paper is tcw 
provide a broad overview of RD, research in th« land-grant: environment r focus- 
ing primarily upon the 1862 and 1890 institutions in the South* The objective 
throughout is to draw out characteristics of the rd research enterprise that 
the authors fejel are significant for the advancejnent of rural development and 
a RD research strategy for the futiire, ^ * 
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■ . * THE RURAL DEVELOPMENT RESEARCH ENTERPRISE 

/ ' • ■ 

' RD research is njulti- face ted in teims of thti probleins and issues 'that - 
it seeks to s^cisntifically examine aKd with respect to the various environ*- 
ments ui^der which it commonly operates* As previously HQtedi RD research . 
does nob^function solely^ within. the land-grant sysl;em (Browui 1982, p* tK^) ^ 
for important contributions to the body of knowledge on piral development 
have been and continue, to be made by agencies and organizatibns ojjtside this, 
environment* Iitiportant concerns^ relevant to rtiral America are being addressed 
l>y the Economic Research Servi6ei 'particularly its Economic Development toi vi- 



sion (£D0} . Currentlyi edd constitutes the largest .'single research organiza- 
ttion focusing on rural develojgnent in the U^iited States (Brown, 1982, p* 275)* 
Essential activities in sv^port oj^ land'-gr^t BD research' are* also being ^ 
carried out by four regional centers* Southern Rural Development Centpr, 

located at. Mississippi State University, represents 3n iii^oi;tant instatutif>n 

■ ■ ^ * * 

facilitating regional research activities in the South* 

■ . . ■ ' ^ - ^ ^ / 

There is little doubt, however, that the cornerstone of rural develop- 



ment research continues to.be the state agricultural eVp^i^imcnt stalTlons* 
The conibliiatlon of state and Federal _aj^prppriatlons has jaccorded 1862 and^y 
1890 land-grant institutions an opportunll^y to. establish a rural development 
re'feearch record within their states, Morexjyeri the availability of- regional 
research funds has served as a catalyst to the estahlishmejnt of regional 
technical committees* These comnjilttees have represented !iinportan,t vehicles 
for the pursuit, of RD research o£ regional significance* 

^SBfi Dunkelberger and Vanlandingham (1974) *f or a discussion of the ' 
origins/of regional Rural Sociology re^tearch li/the South, and especially 
th'e pr^gins of the Southern Rural Sociology Research Comnit^teei which. has 
^ay4d a crucial role In festering Southern ^regional rural development 
research*' 
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Overall 'Qongnitment to RuraL Development Research 



^Although rur5^;L dev^lo:^Einent constitutes one of the ma jqi;^ program ^tturusts t 
o^^th^ Agricultural Eisperiment Station, it has nevet rfe(?eived the funding • - ^ 

support^ enjoyed by other subject matter areas* , In 1970| a report prepared 



by the President's Task Force on Rural Development ^ "A Mew Life for the 
Country" — argued for a concerted ^effoirt by^e USDA and State" Agricultural 
Experiment Stations to augment Hatch Act funding for human resources and \ 
rural development researdi* At* that time, 9nly 1*5 percent cf Ejcpefiment 
Station research 'dollars were being eanttarked for these program ar;^as* 
Despite tli^r tecomraendationi support increased to only 4*5 percent by 1^79 
(Nelson, 1980, p^» ^6) • * 

The jpassage of the Rur'Sl'Development Act/of 1972 was <fesigned to^demoi^ 
strate a commitment by the federal govemmenp to the effective reseaurch aud 
* extension programs at state institutions of highe^ education* Funding 
auth(Steisatipn fo# Title ^ was placed at $10 'mijiiLllon fdt'F^ 74, $15. million 
for FY 75, and $20 million for FY 76*. However, actual funding fell far 
short of the $45 million. auW:^rised', "wiSi appropriations barely totalling ' 

$9 million^for the three-year period (FY, 74 J:hrough(FY 76) • One-half of 

* <^ . . ^ 

the annual $3^million budget was dejJjfcSte^i to rural, develo^Hgnt research 

^ * ■ f 

(^elsop, 1980)* As-Tigurq l^shows. Title y provided liinited funding'for 

tural development initiatives in th^ South* ^ Only Moirth Carolina rfe'ceived a 

combined research/extension 'allocation xn excess of $100^000 (Maddel^, 1977, 

60) / * ' ^ . • . ^ * 

' " ■ ' • * ■ 

As a^r^ult of ^th^ 1981 Agricultural Appropiriatious^ Act^^ the $1*5 mil- 
lion annual appropriation for Title Y Rural Development Research was folded 
into the general [{atich appropriation to s^te agricultural experiment stk^ 
tions* It was the intent of the 'Congress that these monies- be earjnarked ^ 
fojc RD research at th« land-grant schools (Brown, 1982, p. 275) ^ 
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Rscent estimates prepared by Brown (19S2| p> ^7&) indicate that' totafl 1** 

Har6h expenditures by 1862 institutions for rural development research 

t - - - 

r ' ■ 

approached $6^5 million in FY SI including the $1*5 million Title V a^pro- ' 



priations. About $2 million of those funds supported 'rural development 

. , \ 

research in the South* While tha $^5 million figure sigiialed etn. irlcrease 
in Hatch support^or RD efforts^ it still, constituted lessi than 5 pei^cent' 



of the tot^l Hatch dollars^funneled to state figricultural e:q3eriment stations* 
USDA outlay^ f6r RD and small farm social3R?ierice research at 1S90 lan<J-grant 



- ^ . _ .... ^ - 1 ' 

,,universities were ^prosdmately $3*6 millioii in FY SOi the most recent date 

ior which f>.%iires are available^ Thi^^represents somi&. 20 percent of all 

■. ■ >' ' ' : \\ ■ • ' ' 

USDA 'supported research in the 1890 schools (Brown, 1982, p. 277). 

■ L ' V "' • • 

Rural fifivelopment Research in thjB Soubh: Past and if resent 
/ -JjA simplified .taxonoicy of rural development i^search can help ai^ai^ze 
the nature of Southern rural developrasnt research initiatives in recent 

* ^ ^ * - ^ ' /'I -0 ■ - ■ 

^years/ T^ble 1 classifies rural development research aVSg^thern land-grant 



institutions /into four^major groupincrs: commrtinity facilities and services^ 



t/Spi 



human resources developmenti economic development, and envi^nmental im- 
pirovement* , ' ' , ' ■ 



Primary emphasis was placed on ][iaman resources development research . 

("people building") irt ^^se two years^ In fiscal 1973, 102«iresear.ch pro-* 

*■ ' " ' . " . ■ • ^ ^ 

jects (52*6/percent) were'**fe<|tive in t^he ^human resources -development area. ^* 

r.^. J , . .......... 

■/ 

atfthat tima. while the proportion of projects dedicated to community, 
facilities and ^ervices^ an^^ ^^homic dev^opment was approximately the - 
same for these twg y^arsi significant changes ^occurred within the environ^ 
mental ImEteovement sector* ^ Only one Southern land-grant project was 'classic 



45 percent of ^all^ HD research activities conducted at experiment stations 



Table Siusimary of Rubral Development: Research at 1862 and 1890 Land*6rant ^ 
Institutions in-the ^^outh, by Subject Matter /^'ea, Fiscal Years 
1973 and 1977^ ' - ' - ' / \^ ^ / . 













SUBJECT. MA.rn 




X FY1973 ^* 




" - i;Y1977 


AREA 




\ \ 


No*- of Projects^ 


X \ 


' No.' of Projects % . 



'^Community Facilities - 
aM Sei)Kfices ^ * * . * * 

. v .. 

Human Resources 
Development*^* * * i\ 




Economic Development . , . y . , , 



Environmental Improvemeht. , 



41 



102 



50 



21.; 

52.6 
■25.8. 
0.5 



,40-- 



K ■ 89, 

■ » 



TOTAI.. 1<K jt. 



; \ 



194 



lOB^O 



198 ' 



. 20.2 

44.9 
■ -« 

27.8* 

7.1 

" \ 

ido.'o- 

A 



. Adapted rf row Tyn^t (1974X i 
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Aidapted fr<Mii the Southern Rural Developpient Center Series BuUication 
(January 1977^) ^ \ ' ' • 



No. 2 



fied as related to enyironinental iinprovement in FY 73* This nuniber increased 

y 

^to 14 by FY 77* Clearly the need to examine land use^ zoning^ conservation 

*. - > 

and recreatibli issues had come-to be;-recognized by Southern Ebqperiment ^ ^ 

St^ion Administrators* * 

" Whila a similar ta:aDnoiny is not available on current land-grant rural 

development research activities in the South# an extensive listing of rural 

development research initiatflves of 1862 land-grant institutions was recently 

prepared by Brown (1982) * Table 2 presents the grouping of Southern experi* 

ment station RD projects b^ t|ie ten^subject matter areas established by» 

Brown* A wide range of topics were beis^g researched* Substantial inv^st- 

ments (relatively speaking) vere dedicated to economic developmenti family/ 

youthi natural resources/recr^ationi populationi and small farms res^a^h 



initiatives* , 



It is iisportant to note that tl^e taxonomies outlined in ^^les 1 and 2 
suggest a homogeneity in ]RD research activities* Howeveri the '**Human , 

Ites^>urces^Dev&lopment'* area incluaes research on hUBian development, welfare, 

\ . ' - ^ \ ' , — ■ 

health and nutrition, demography, nouselxold decision^making, catmnunity 

decision -making, and level/quality ^f life* Research efforts subsumed under 

the other key subject matter areas are Biinilarly heterogenous* 

Thus, HD research in the Southern land**grant system encompasses a wide 

\ \ ' . ' - ■ ' . ^ . ' 

vauriety of research issues* In fact, it tends'to be a residual 'category 
that inclu^^^rural sociology _research, a good amount of home economic^ 
research, and b^er things that do not fit under ^'agriculture* " It is also 
chetracterized by smal-l^^lmost marginal, qommitments of a few people to 
several projects resulting in fi:§gm3ntation and the lack of a '^critical mass* 
Indeed, this is probably its most serious">eakiiess • From this point of vi^, 
it may be remarkable t^at so much has been accomplished* 
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Table 2* Summary a£ Regular and, 'Regional Hatch Supported Rural Development 
Research Projects at 1^^362 Land*6rant Institutions iti the S6uth> 
by Subject Matter Area> Fiscal Year 1981 * \ . . 



SpBJECX MATTTER 
^AREA 



PROJECTS 




No* 



&OL^S 



, AmOU^ 

(in thousands) 



u/t 



Population 11 8*7 

Economic Development * 25 19*8 

Socioeconomic Indicators*** 4 ■ 3*2 

^ Coratmunity 10 " 7*9 

Health/Education ,*\** 4 3*2 

Housing*.**-***.**** 9 7*1 

Famiiy/Youth " 17 . 13*5 

-Services/Facilities* * *. 5* 4*0 

liatural Resources/ 

Recrea t ion •* * * .^* 23 18 * 3 

Small Farms... 18 W.3 

* 

TOTAL ' ^ 126 100.0 



252.4 
393.1 
119.8 
150.5' 

73.9 
, 97.9, 
355.4 

69.7 

287.2 
238.6 
2038.5 



Adapted from Bro^n (1982) 
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In spite of li^nited" funding and a diversity of research activi^ties by 
a sBtal) nmiber of people^ significant contributions have been made by rural 
development researchers,^ Some of the general areas in which rural develop^ 
ment research has^ in our opinion^ proved xnost: productive are discussed in 

this section* The intent is not to be all encontpassingr but siinply to pro-- 

J* 

vide a flavor of the important research activities that have been achieved 
in the rural dev^lopjn^nt area* * ^ 



E>oc\imenting Rural Conditions 

A basic requirenient for 'rural development research is^o^ocument what ^ 
is happening to rural localities^jjid--tt>"p^6p^ in these areas. 

^^^uifai-deTOlopinent" Hnd^elated ^esear.ch^as made Impressive contributions to, 
this stibject* While it iitpossible to pay tribute to the countless indi- 
viduals who have expanded our understanding of this research area^ the work \ 
' performed by Calvii\ Beale of the Economic Development Division , Economic * i 
Research Service, USDA is particularly noteworthy* Mr* Beale has spent a 
lifetime documenting changing conditions ii^ rural i^merica (i*e^r Beale^ 1975; 
1978) • He was, of course^ the first to document and to analyse the "turn- 
around" in )niral">urban migration exchanges* Host of his w^i^L has been done 

h 

in cooperation with social scientists in state experim^t stations^ including 
some in the South* * ^ 

r Other examples of significant research efforts that have been designed 
to document rural conditions include those of Deavers and Brown C1979) and 
EDD-E1?S-USDA' (1971) f Which focus on economic and social trends in the rural 



2 ' * 

See Southern Rural Development Center (1981) for additional documenta- 
tion of rural development research accomplishments* 
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U»S*i the important series of studies, prepared in the^ late 1960*s on poverl^ 

* ^ . - -J 

in T\xt^\ JUnerica (President's National Advisory Corodssion on Bural Poverty,^, 

1967), and the large edited work by Hawley and Masie (1981) that examines 

income status of farmersi farm families^^and rural people general* The 

^890 .land-grant institutions have bad, and continue to have, an active ;:e- 

search program dedicated to the docuinentation of rural poverty in the South 

and the exploration of its causes and consequences (i*e/, 1890 Regional 

Rpsearch Propjsct RR-1) • 

While the need tg documftilt changing^ rural conditions appears obvious , 

in reality such research has always suffered from lack of support* Larson 

' m 

(1981| p* 178) alludes to a history of political opp'&sition in USDA to social 
and economic research documenting rural conditions, opposition that cc|i- 
tributed, in part, to the demise of the3ureau of Agricxii^tiral Economics 
and to the often unwelcome status in USDA of rural sociologists actively 
involved in detailing those conditions* On a less dramatic level, adequate 
attention ha>^nevjer been paid to securing accura^te, data on small rmral popu-j 
lations (Subcommittee on Agricultural Research an<^ .General Legislation, 1978|, 

■ i * ■ 

p* 1*20)* In fact, we know less about rural Amero-ca today than we did in 
the late 1930's and early 1940 's. Moreover, the/limited statistical data 
' currently available on rural areas are being je<^pardized by two key factors/^ 

(1) over-regi2lktion of social science research by the Federal government; <^nd 

(2) imposition of budget cuts in major uata ga^ering government agencies,] 
such as the Bureau of the ^ensus. ' ' ^ 



Rural Industrialisation and Job Development ^ ^ ^ 

Obtaining industry has been an iTt\poii.a^it component of rural develop^^ent 
activity since the "pilot county program" ^ra of the lat^ 1950 's* This pas 
led in recent years to a variety of research contributions dealing with /di£* 
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ferent aspects of rural industrialization. Research has been performed on 
types of communities that successfully recruilt industry / and what rural 

areas can do in order to realize industrial ggrowth (Smith and Klindt, 1981; , 

^ ■ ' 1 ■ ■ 

Smith et al, , 1980)* . Important research has been carried out on the impacts 

. ^ ' - i 
of rural industrialization on rural communities, from distributional effects 

^ ' " ^ i ' 

* ' , • ' i 

upon community .income, to social im^pacts, to resulting service demands and 
fisca^ effects on local .governments (Summers et al, , 1976f Shaffer an<^^ 
Tweeten, 1974; Darling, 1976)* PeiChaps one of the most exciting receivt ^ 
outcomes of this research effort had been the development of models which , 
can assist community, leaders to anticipate the probable impacts of obtaining 

L - ^ _ ■ 

J particular type of^ndustry upon their community (Woods and Doeksen, 1982; 
ECOP, 19821 Clayton and Whittington, 1977), With the computer (even the 
microcomputer in some cases) it is now possibly for social scientists to 
work directly with community leaders to analyze a variety of' growth and 
development scenarios based upon accepted multipliers and other impact 
parameters. 



Community Services and Local Government Finance 

Rural development researchers, especially agricultural^economists, have 
for years contributed *to the analysis of rural community services, local 
goc/smment operations and finance. The call for this type of research has 
increased rapidly as the demands on local governments for expanded public 
services have intensified. While community services research remains com- ^ 
plex and multi-faceted (Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry,, 
U^S* Senate, 1977)/ importajfit research achievements have already been real-- 
i^zed on the costs of and demands for community services ^ economies of scale 
in tiie provision of local services, and alternatives for^ the financing of such 



services (Fox, 1980i ^iegler et al, , 1980), 
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One particularly promising area of research is the "Ix)cal Decisions 
Project'* feeing rconducted at Oklahoma state University in cooperation with 
EDD-*ERS"USDA (Nelson and Kuehni 1982)*^ Building^upon a long tradition among 
rural development ^researchers of assisting local governments on comrnvvnity 
^ service decisionsi Dr» Gerald Doeksen has systejnatically pursued the devel- * 
ofunent of- readily usable conrnvunity service budgets and other analytic tools ■ 
required jDy local communities in making decisions about the establishment 
ajid financing of community services* Although the work is formally in tiie 

Cooperative Extension Service^ functionally it has reprresented a successful 

■ 3 ' 

marriage of research and action* ^ 

Community Development Process • 

If the essence of rural development iS| as JI^opp (1972) sugg^stSi people 
in rural communities working together ^o improve their living situation i then 
rural development and the . (aniral)' community development ^process mean virtually 
the same^ thing*' A perusal, of any standard definition of community develop-^ 

ment will confirm this (Christenson and Itobinsoni 1980).* ?^e core of rural 

; ■ ' * 

development/ then/ has to do with tte "capacity^* of rural communities i their 

^ » * ^ 

people, and their governments to meet the diallenges that confront them* 

There has been a recent revival of interest in th^ capacity of Ideal govern- 

mentSi under the rubric of "capacity building" jtGrosenicki 1977; Carter^ 1979; 

Honadlei 1982) and the^ field of comm\inity development has alhrays been con*- 

cerned with the capacity of local communities — of both its private and — 

public sectors* 

Ilesearch in a variety of contexts has confirmed the importance of an 



3 

Signifi^an^yi some of the community service budgets in great demand * 
relate to health and health related services, an important area of rese^ch 
in its own right* and an area of concern to many rural people* 
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"essential process" (Maddeni 1977) that involves people fboth leaders and 
the pub^c) in rural development if it is to be success%l» This isi in many 
respects, a uniquely i^merican fdea* Ironically ^obe ^ij^he most extensive 



durrent research relating to its applicability comes from^he field uf inter- 

national development (Whytei 1981; Cornell! Oniversityi 1979)* There isi 

' ' ' ' ' • ' 

hcwever'i.a continuing tradition of research oix community decision-making in 

.jn:r^l^ communities (i*e*i Southern Regional Bes;^earch Project 5** 120) and on 

- / . ■ \ 

community leadership* Harold Kaufinan of Mississippi State university and 

/ . - V . ^ ^ * 

f^rold Mix of the university of Georgia i lon^^ime scholars and practi** 

tioners of community 3evelopment| havfe made very important contributiciis .to 
this /area* \ ■ ' 

- ■/ ' ■ "'i ' ■ ■ " 

/ unfqrtunatelyi the ^ndings from community development research that 

'/ ' ' ■ 

can/ actually be applied are not numerous* Indeed^ this area of research 
s^i^ms plagued by inability to articulate research and practice effectively, 
jyiecdotal and ^se study evidence abounds^ however/'to support the conten- 
tion qf Ke^er: , 

. t* * Perhaps the most significant attainment to date is one which' is 
least susceptible to_ objective assessment* That is the discovery (or 
rediscovery) th^t when all interests of any area join together in an 
organized way in a common^^causejr accomplishments which the skeptics 
would say were impossible become realities* (Kepneri as quoted in 
Nelson, 1980, P* 7) . , i . " 

Small Farms V 

I 

This is an area th^t inany would not include in a consideration of rural . 

, ■ - ■ ' -i ■ ■ ■ 

development* However, research directed at small farms in the united States 
is intimately related to rural development because it is directed at improving 

" ■ ■ ■ ^ ^ r '^i 

J;he quality pf life, income poteivti^, and a^jjailable options of a ^arge 

segment of rural America. ^ I ' * 

f 

A substantial amount of small farm related research has been conducted 
and continues to be performed in land-grant institutions. Activities include 




evaluations of special assistance programs for small fanners (HarrojLd, 1975? 
Ladewig and Edmonsoni 1972; Myari 1976; 6rden et al*i 1980) i specialized 

research on the ru^al development in^^lica^ions of ^^11 farms (Smith et al*^ 

* . ' -f" 

1980) I and surveys describing characteristics and needs of small farm oper- 
ators (Huffm^ and Donaldi .^981; Van Es et aL, 1982? floibergi 1978; Crecinki 
1979; Salanti 1982) A comprehensive study Xt^ this latter area is being-^" 
currently ij^dartaken by 1890 land-grant institutions and two cooperating , 
1862 land-grant sqhools under the Southern Regional Research Program Rll-2* 

It sfeemsj especially important to note that researchers ^re almost unani7 

mous on the point that relatively inexpensive small farm "assistance jprograros 

- . ■ ■ " - \ 

are highly cost-effectivBi resulting in ^significant enhancements of income 

■■ - - . • 

and qualitjfi^^ liffesf or ♦participants (BobeirtSi 1982)^. This belies the usual' 
assuniption that smaUv^amts, because of the iivipediments they face in a dynami 
agricultiiral economy and the'^sn^ll amount of agricultural products they 
produce,- should be treated as'welfare^problents* ' 

Studies of Rural ifouth and Youth iii Agriculture ^ 

. * - 

Thete^ is a strong tradition of regional research in the South dealing 
■ ■ ■ * 

with the aspirations and attainment of riiral youth and Southern land-grant 

* 

college students, ^including 1862 and 1890 institutions* This research has 

been associated with Regional Research Project S-114 aiid its predecessor ^ 

* -■<>*■ 
projects. Although this research might not appear to relate to rural devel- 
opment, local community leaders Almos^^always identify improvement of edu- 



cational and employment opportunities for^their young people as an objective 
of rural development programs* . In the late 1950's many^ of the pilot rural 
development counties be<^iii2*'i^volvea in .projects specifically tb improve 
educational and employment opportunities, hoping that this would encourage 
their young people to remain in the community* 



Iflteeds Asseg sment . * . : - ■ . 

— 7 . - . ■ . . » . ■ 

One of thB principal objectives associated \^th the Title V section of 

/' ■ ■ ■ " ' ■ * ^ ^ 

the 1977 Rural Development Act was "to develop hnd provide the best: scieu-* 

' ' • ' ' ■' 

tifici technicali economic/ o£%ranizai^ioni environmental^ ^d management 

/ , , 

information relating to effective dejrelopm^nt in rural flmerioef*' (U»S» Senate, 
*1973)» In^gjenerali Title V served as an ingportaht conduit to the s^trengthi- 
ening of tt>e rural development rese arch/extension' ti^. One research area 



that **canie of age** in the era of Title V was^-*'needs assessment.** Flrom its 




very i^npep^oni needs assessment was^ designed to;provide decision makers 
wi,th guali-cy information on the perceived needs of local citizens* 

f Southern land-grant scientists have taken an active part* in respon'ding 

' / ■ 

to^ the information needs of conominity decision inf^kers* Through the apr^lica- 
tion of scientific survey techniques ffl rural development researchers have 
secured a wealth of data for lise by local leaders^r^lanneifs and policy * 

makers in ideetlng the expressed needs of local residents* Because of the 

, ^ ■ -. '* 

large number of community-specific needs assessment studies completedi it 

is i^55sible to giT^ them adequate treatment at this ^time* However i it is 

important \:o note these legitimate and fruitful activities of the land-^^^ant 

system* ^ ' . ■ 

* . « 

On a btoader scale/ statewide needs assessment studies have been success 

■ , ■ • , . ■ ' : ■ 

fully caigried out by land-^grant researchers in Floridai Kentucky and North 

/■ - . - 

Carolina (Beaulieu and Kbrschingi 1979) Warner et al* , 1976; Christensoni 

1973^ 1975-1976)* Because of the close partnership established with key 



individuals and agencies during the initial stages of these studies i the 
information gathered via ttie statewide suryeys have been of optimal use to 
State agencies I legislative bodies i regional/state planning groups i county 



goves^nments I and Cooperative Extension personnel* 



It seems apparent that as we move into .the 1980's-ih the demancl J^or needs 

assessment will intensify",* A recent d^Hiinent prepared by the Office of Rural 

* - ' ' ' / ■ * 

Development Policy (1982| p* 20) states that local go^rmnents willJ i)e asked 

- \- • ■.. ■? 

to take on an expanded role in initiating and i^anaging rural deVelo£>inent. The 
success^'of their efforts wall be dSpendent, in part, upon. the land^^ gyant 

system's ability to d^lxver tha type of liechnical assistance needed. Wfe wcmld 

■ ■ ' ^ " ■ ^ - " ^ ■ " . 

argue that the established supcessee of rural development^ researchers in the 

needs assessment arena make them particularly well suited to meet this chal- 



EHBRGING RURAL DEVELOPMENT ISSUES > 

■ ■ _ * .- ' / • 

^* Anticipating^ the future is risXyi but essential* TSiis section will 

' * IP • ■ ^ 

examine specific, RD issue priorities ^kx>m the perspective of the researcher 
and the public /and directions that are iinportant' to the success of :^u€ure 
rural; dev^lb]pc»ent research, ^ , " ' ' 

Rural Development Hesearcli priorities . ^ ^ 

The factors which influence the rural developinent. research agenda of , 
a land-grant scientist are generally diverse* 'In some case^ tHe issifes- 
selected for investigatibn reflect a person^.s professional training^ tjtie 
expectations of the institiition that egpl<Dys himi and/or the researcher'^ 
perceptiqps of his discipline's major concerns (Piggi 1977; ^rovi^^ 19820, 

. * ' - ^ ' - * 1- ^ . 

At otheii tiinesi the research topics loirror the expressed concerns of rural 
residents .of the s^ate* While it is impossible for us to accurately enumer-' 
ate the Rt) research priorities of each Southerly land-gr^t institution^ or 

to specify the^research to^)ics that parallel the s^rfrentist^s professional 

■ - * " - * .. 

^ ' ' ' >. 

^trainin^i information does exist on the rural develojpme'pt priorities of I 

""^ ' ■ * . ^' f 

local citizens and of those actively involved in Southern rural development 

research* \ " ' , . 

Hural developitient concern^ of selected Southern researchers were 

recently articulated~in^'^s"tli^;conduct,e„^^ (jiot jetted)* 'Employing 



a two^stage delphi conference techniqiiei researchers were asked to list 

- ' \ . V 

five to ten rur^l development research issues which they flelt wer^ of 

; , " \ ■ ^ . * ' 

<:ritj.cal importance for the 1980 '*s* , These responses we£e subseqii^^y 
synthesized and included in a second maili;ng to rural developinent' researchers* 
Instructions were to pl~ice the slate of research items in priority order i ^ 
from most important to least important. Table 3 reports the results of 



Table 3* Rural Development Reaearch Fricrities o£;^Southetn Researchera (n>104) 



RBSEASCH ISSUE 



RANKING 



^ Impact pt Grpwth arid DeyeLogBoeht o^^ Demand 
« £or and Costs' o£ Services ********* * . 



Wate^ Resources* * * * ; | * . 

Health Care* • • * . 

Imijact of Energy Shortages and Inflation. 

Rural Labor Market* * * * * *_* 

Land Use Planning and Zoning 

i^cal and Intergovernmental Pinancihg* * * . 

Educational Syatems ana Institutions 

Level of Living ^and QudHty. of Life^ 

Preservation of Farmland*^ y^, 

Rural Elderly. . . 

Technology for Small Farms. 

' . . . ■ * 

Evaluation of Rural Development Programs. 

- ' * * 7 ' . 

Manpower Developmei/t. 

Human Development. 

Transportation arid. Commui^catlon. 

'Community Decialon Making........ 



\ ■ 



■ r 



Local Government Operations. 

/ ■ * 

Inequality /n Rural Areas... 



Rural Crime.'*, 



Dempgraphy . 



1 
2 
■3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 

11 

12. 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 ' 

19 

20 
21 



SouVcet William V* Linder, **Ther ecstasy and the agony of tural development. 
Unpublished paper (not dated)^ 



' ■ • 19 

Linder's study* ^ 

*The five -areas that emerged as the key res^rch issuea in thfe South 
were;, ^1) impact of growth an^ development of the denend for and Casts of 

* - ' - 

services, (2) water resources, (3) health care,. (4) itipAct of eyiQrgy short- 
ages and inflation, and (5) rural labor niarket* Mone^eless, in light "of 
the procedures employed by j[^nderr it is fair to say that .the 21^iteins 



I -A. 



included^^iA^Table 3 ^re all reflecfewe of the research topics deemed iit^por- 
tant by'rur^^l development scientists i^i the South* \ 

It- is an a:£i9m of the land"*^ant s})^tem that reseailph should respond - 
to real needb Vin the field,'* and the very\definition oflrural development 
requires attention to "felt needs*" What theo are^the pidioritips, of rural 

■ ■ * • ■ ^ ■ '^^ \ ■■■■ 

people? ^Begretably, Southern regional data of thj.s nai^re are.^non^xistent* 
However, st^ewide studies carried out in Worth Caro3.ina and Florida repre- . 
sentlgood examples of how 'scientific assessments of local;cbncems can prove 
instrumental in the selection of research projects having higm correspondence 

■ ■ ■ - * ■ ■ \ ; , . 

with- the identified ne^ds of^^^rural residents* \ \^ 

' " . * ^ ' - . -V" '■ 

"* ^ Despite tiie, fact that the North Carolina study was conducted in 197^ . 

' \ -■ ■ ; ^ ■■ . ' .. ' 

^d Florida*s in^ 1978^^ there is much 'consistency in the ^ype of problems 
identified by the two suryey^^i^__EDr_ex^npl^,-^ use # street 

and road conditions, adequate laedical personnel, recreation for youth, and 
special education for retarded and handicapped citizens, as piriorii^ concerns 
of local residents. In addition, §ome concerns expressed by North Carolina 
and Florida~respondents serve to 2?eaffirni the imfportance of tesearch issues 

outlined by participants in Linder's sliudy. While their problems are local- 

* - 

ity specific in nature, they do relate to broader research topics such as 

- — : • ^ \ . ■ : . " ' ■ ' ' 

; Only research topics that received 15 or inore. mentions in thet first- 
wave of Linder'*s study were included- iti the second survey mailed to RD 
researchers* Thus, Table 3 represents a rank offering of the major RD 
research issues identified in the fi^t survey. , ' : 



health cax^, j,an<3 use planning, and zoningi eduoational systefts and'institu- 
tiohSi and demand-fbr andicosts of services: * > ' ^ * , . ' / 

>A survey performed in four counties of Arkansas, in 1975 dfttenhinsd, the™ 
geiiital puJ^lic's priorities for expenditures at, the county Iev61./Bqtii lo^^t , 
leadei^s and the general ptblic^ were surveyed* The items which ^ecei^ed the/> * 

greatest support were quite-consistent with the results \incovered iji the Ncrtrth** 

^ ^ ' ' , ' ■ . * " ' ' 7 ' > J- * 

Carolina and'J'lorida Statewide surveys* Rural^Ar5cahsas residents Were iftpSLtJ" . 
concerned with a^eqpuate medical services, rural roads , rural beaatif icatioti; 
and eniployment op|)ortunities # all _of, which are legjLtimate ofej^^tives* of. rHatal:. 

. . . ■ ' :a ' ' ^ ' ■ ^' : • - ; 

development" programming and refseajrqh* • , ■ - ^ , ^ ^ * 

TH6 Jcey point to be iieduced from this discussion is that the landrgre 

scientist's rurAl development research agenda in the^years ahead jnu:^ shpW , 

balance between the iSsearch to^^cs of^major iitgporta^fe his disci^jiine 

and the critical concerns* w5iced-by clientele at th Tocal level^^ , * 

r ■ • . * - . ■ ■ ' 



V. 



important New Research -Jjigect ions ( 



. ^ (1) Coliaborativ^^Research . ' " *5 

One desirable trend that is*esseiitial to the succefss of^ru^al dev^tlcJip- 



. . L_ ■ : ._ ■ . ' ._ .. i\ 1--. - " ; " " ■ 

ment is collabbrative researcli, involving cooperation and coordination amon^/,; 

./ .V - ' ^ . ' ■ '"^ . ^ ■ * 

different disciplinesi among 1862 and 1890 land^^grani: institutions^ arvJ among , 

extension and research f^dulty. The Southern Ku'ral 'Sociology Reseai^c^i Coinmitr>\ 

tee (SRSRC) ha^ proved instrume;ital in fostering coll^ora^ive activitiets ^ - 

among 1862 and 1890 researchers* While Title V of the 1972, Bural, Dev^elopne^At 

' i * < ' - 6 

Act served as the initial stiigplus for joint work among research and exterir • 
sion personne'li the recent incorporation of funds into' the .regular formu-la 



funds has tended to weaken Jthat linkage* Despite thi^i the future dictates 
a need for qloser collaboration between the rural development researc|i and 



extension functions of the land-grant systeml ■ 

(2) Evaluation and Estimation of Program Iit^i^cts 
Hiere is little evaluative research that measures 'the imtpact of rural 
development activities ^(Alejcander, 1971; Madden, 1977)* As accountability 
becomes of paramount^conceim^ research of this kind must: be perf^jpned* Re- 
search should focu& upon the overarl inipacts of rural development activity 
and upon ^ analysis pf altem^^tlve strategies for achieving rural develop*- 
ment* Ttffe resfe'^arch will be inher*>ntly difficult since rural development is 
not somev:'(ing upon which' experiments can be performed* However, with the 

significant' developments in evaluative research techniques oyer tbe last 20 

' ^ ' / ' ■ ^ / ^ 

yearsi it^' is almost certain that evaluative research on rural development 

will become a reality* ' . 

(3) Implications of the ''New Federalism" 
The *'New Federalism" .concept of turning over greater responsibilii^ to 
local coiiBnunities has very important implications for rural development*. 
Firsti it places greater ctemands upon local governments and local communi* 
ties^ Assistance previously available from more centralized Federal agen^ 
cies has declined* . This j^ioposes greater demands upon the USDA BD delivery 
system* Second, rural development will have to minimize its^ financial assis 
tance strategy and strengthen its strategy of self^-help (for which coanmunii^ 
development skills will be needed) , much in the pattei*n used by the Coopera- 



tive Extension Service in the late 1950*s and ear 1960's* Third, greater 
local autonomy will require the land-grart system to be more sensitive and 
responsive to local clientele needs* It has been shown that rural develops 
ment practice is capable of effectively responding to such^ needs (Hadden, 
i977}, and additional rural development research in these areas shpuld make 
it even more ^o* ^ ^ 
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GENERAL COHCLUSIONS AMD RECOMMENDATIONS 

i 

Significant progress has been laade in rural development/ research during ^ 

the 1970*$! as is illustrated by iitiportant contributions in the dopumentation'- 

■* . . - - « 

of niral conditions^ in research on rural ii^dustrializationi conodunity ser* 

vices, local government finance, community development process, and on small 

farins^ to name just a f<^* l^ese contributions indicate that.a.de^ree of 

maturity has reached in rur^l development research* The S^uth has 

^■^ J ■ r - . , , . ; ^ 

contributed significantly to the progress that has been made in these areas* ^ 

\ 

Hural development and riiral 'development research are xiniquely qualified, 

in both their structure and focus, to maKe contributrons in a new environment 

of greater 'local autonomy and self-reliance* The land-grant system was 

"federalism" before it became '*new*" Rural d^elopment practice and 

research both focus upon assisting local communities in decision making and 

in the delivery of services* In this re^^ct, they parallel the New. Federal-^ 

ism concept* They constitute ^resource of ^expertise ^available to help local 

communities^meet their cwn objectives * 

Rural development still suffers from fragmentation and isolation, espe**- 
* * * 

cialiy in the South Where few institutions have enough HD staff to create 

the critical mass r^^guired for an 'effective rese^arch program* Several 

aspects of this fragmentation can* be identified; isolation of disciplines 
' I ■ , ' ' f ^ > . 

involved in rural development research, isolation of rese^rdh from action, 

isolation of researchers from one another, isolation anpng institution^, . , 

e^peciall^ between 1890 and 1862 institutions, isolation of rural development 

from production agriculture an^, finally^ ttie tendency fojf researchers to be 

involved marginally in many projects, without having the time available to 

make a decisive commitment: to any one* ' , * ^ 

There is a trend toward more collabotative rese^ch^ evidenced espe^' 
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\ 



cially^by new 1862^-1890 coordination, and greater multi-^disciplinary coop* 

eration. Research-^extension collaboration in rural development^ strongly 

fostered by Title V of the Rural Development Act of 1972, may decline since 

■ * 

Title V resources have been folded into regular Hatch funds. The Southern 

■ * 

Rural Development ^Center has contributed to the nurturing of regional, multi* 
disciplinary, and extension- research collaboration in the Southern region. 
Also, the cooperative regional research structure, in the Southern experl- 
ment stations has stimulated and supported collaborative research. It is 
essential' that these mechanisms for cooperative research be s^^ined and 
strengthened since it is only in this way that the very thin rural develop- 
ment research capability of the South can mee^ the demands placed upon it. 

In view of the integral nature of rural development to the Department 
'd£ Agriculture and its cooperating agencies, it is also in^ortant that Sk 
greater collaborative relationship be developed between RD and agricultural 
research. To a degree this has occurred, in the area of'^small farm research, 
fibre collaboration is required, ^however, to examine such things as the 
effects of change in commercial agriculture upon the community and of* the 
change in the community upon commercial agriculture. Many other examples ^ 
of potential interdependence could ;be given* , ^ ^ 

It is essential that adequate resources be available to the entire 
rural development research establishiaent, as well as to the Bureau of the 
jCensus and other data gathering agencies, to maintain an accurate and useful 
data base'oKltaral-^iinerfcaT — ft5rw&-poiitted-^ufc=ab<ag& j-we_knQw m uch less about 



rural America now than we did in the 1930*s and 1940 *s, and much less th 

hi * < ^ "-^ 

we*Kpow about o^rban America* Moreover, unless a renewed commitment to RD 
researcli, is forthcoming^ future, progress in RD research will be severely 
hampered. WJIth less than 5 percent of the Agricultural Experiment Station 
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^ \ 
resomrces being devoted to, a -very heterogenous ^rural development research 

program/ it will be difficult to maintain a viable rural development research 
effort in the years ahead* It is crit^c;^.l that dollar and mar^power support 
be expanded so that rural development can maintain an active partnership in 
the mission of the usn?\/l^<=*^Grant System and so, that a critical Jmass can be 
brought to bear upon RD issues* 

Finally/ ,it is iiitportant that past and present rural development ini- 
tiatives or strategies be evaluated dispassionately so that we may deter- 
mine what works and what does not. In sharp contrast to urban development 

^ . — f-^ 

programs and agricultural research and extension investments/ ^jjery little 

( ' ' ' 

evaluative research has been performed on rmral development*- 
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